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Abstract The purpose of the present study was to
investigate event-based prospective memory performance
in individuals with autism spectrum disorder and to explore
possible relations between laboratory-based prospective
memory performance and everyday performance. Nineteen
children and adolescents with autism spectrum disorder and
19 matched neurotypical controls participated. The
laboratory-based prospective memory test was embedded
in a visuo-spatial working memory test and required
participants to remember to respond to a cue-event.
Everyday planning performance was assessed with proxy
ratings. Although parents of the autism group rated their
children’s everyday performance as significantly poorer
than controls’ parents, no group differences were found in
event-based prospective memory. Nevertheless, individual
differences in laboratory-based and everyday performances
were related. Clinical implications of these findings are
discussed.
Keywords Autism . Prospective memory . Executive
function . Visual cues . PDD
Autism Spectrum Disorders (ASD) are characterized by
impairments in social interaction, communication and
imagination along with restricted interests and activities
[3, 66]. Moreover, the cognitive skill profiles of individuals
with ASD are inconsistent. They show an uneven profile
across Wechsler subtests [20, 29, 50]. This inconsistent
cognitive profile is also reflected in executive function and
retrospective memory tests. While planning deficits and
impaired cognitive flexibility have been observed, inhibi-
tion seems to be rather spared [5, 33, 35, 53, 54, 57, 65].
Investigating different aspects of memory, several studies
found impairments in free recall tasks that provide little
memory support ([10, 12, 61], but see [43, 51]) whereas
more supported tasks such as cued recall [7, 12] and
recognition ([11]; but see [9]) seem to be spared (for an
overview on memory research in autism see [6]). As
Bowler et al. [8] pointed out this memory profile suggests
involvement of the frontal and medial temporal lobes. For
example, preserved recognition and reduced recall perfor-
mance is associated with damage to the hippocampus
[1, 14, 48]. Similarly, lesions of the frontal lobes can lead
to a pattern of preserved and reduced memory performance
[64] which is comparable to that observed in ASD [8].
Moreover, executive function deficits have been strongly
related to the frontal lobes [32].
In contrast to retrospective memory, prospective memory
(PM) has not been extensively studied in ASD. PM is
defined as the delayed initiation of planned intentions at the
appropriate moment [23, 37]. Everyday PM tasks in
childhood include remembering to take the PE kit to school
or remembering to go to piano lessons. Research on PM
differentiates between different types of tasks according to
their complexity and on the basis of the cue that signals the
appropriate moment to re-instantiate the planned action.
This cue may be an event (event-based tasks; e.g., picking
up the PE kit when taking the satchel) or a specific time
(time-based tasks, e.g., at 10 o’clock, [23]). In complex PM
tasks an individual has to remember to perform a series of
consecutive planned actions [38, 40, 59], whereas, simple
tasks require a single, isolated act, typically pressing a
designated key [22]. So far, PM in ASD has only been
targeted in three studies. Farrant et al. [25] explored ASD
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children’s strategies for “remembering to remember” and
did not find any differences in comparison to controls. Two
studies investigated PM performance; one used a simple,
time-based PM task and one a complex multitasking
paradigm [2, 46]. Mackinlay et al. [46] asked children to
work on three interleaved tasks within a given time period
and restricted by certain rules. Children with ASD had
difficulties to plan, carry out and switch between different
tasks and to inhibit rule-breaking. Using a simple time-
based PM task, Altgassen et al. [2] found reduced
performance in ASD as compared to controls. Analyses of
participants’ time-monitoring indicated that inferior PM
performance was related to poorer self-initiated strategy
application and task organization in ASD. Overall, individ-
uals with ASD monitored the time less often and differed in
their time-checking behavior from controls who increased
time-monitoring more strongly when the target times
approached. Importantly, time checking is postulated to
indicate the amount of executive resources allocated to the
PM task and to self-remind the individual of the planned
action and hence, not to miss the target times [19, 39].
The reported deficits are not surprising given that
successful prospective remembering involves retrospective
memory (e.g., remembering what needs to be done and
when) and executive functioning (e.g., monitoring for the
prospective event or target time) and in both cognitive
functions deficits in ASD have been found. Moreover,
prospective remembering strongly relies on frontal and
medial-temporal structures [17, 18, 63] which are assumed
to be impaired in ASD. Importantly, frontally mediated
(executive control) processes seem to influence PM
performance more strongly than temporally mediated
(retrospective memory) processes [15, 36, 49]. Thus,
previous results fit nicely with clinical evidence of
everyday difficulties of people with ASD. Across the entire
spectrum individuals with ASD exhibit impaired organiza-
tion abilities in daily life: They find it hard to coordinate
and sequence activities and to plan ahead [46, 52]. This is
reflected in childhood in poor time management and
organization in school, for instance, children forget their
homework at school [46] and in adulthood in difficulties to
live independently (e.g., housekeeping, financial matters,
[34]).
Up to now, event-based PM performance has not been
investigated in ASD. This is surprising given that, in
general, most studies on PM have focused on event-based
tasks [13, 41]. With respect to ASD performance on simple,
event-based tasks two predictions can be delineated. First,
since prospective remembering typically involves executive
control and retrospective memory and given empirical
evidence of reduced performance in these functions in
ASD, impaired event-based performance may be expected
[37, 60]. Second, on the other hand, event-based PM tasks
are very structured in comparison to time-based tasks or
complex multitasking paradigms. Event-based tasks
(mostly) provide visual cues (the event) that may prompt
retrieval of the intended action and with this may put lower
demands on self-initiated processing and thus executive
control [21, 22]. In line with this argument, the provision of
visual cues as part of interventions for ASD has shown to
benefit individuals with ASD. For example, the TEACCH
approach employs visual cues and environmental organiza-
tion to train new skills and behaviors or to provide a
structured, predictable environment that enables individuals
with ASD to learn and contribute to class or work relatively
independently [27, 58]. Importantly, cued recall is spared in
ASD and hence, unimpaired event-based PM may be
expected. However, this has not been investigated in ASD
yet.
The present study set out to test those two alternative
predictions (impaired versus spared performance). Therefore,
the current event-based task closely followed Altgassen et
al.’s [2] time-based task in which group differences had been
found. Specifically, we used the same ongoing task and the
only difference to the time-based task was that individuals
were to press a designated key whenever the prospective cue
was presented instead of at specific target times. As a second
aim, the present study targeted possible relations between
laboratory-based PM performance and everyday perfor-
mance. To this end, participants’ parents were asked to rate
their children’s difficulties with everyday executive func-
tioning tasks. We expected ASD parents to rate their
children’s everyday performance as poorer than controls’
parents. As a final aim the predictive value of laboratory-
based test performance for individual differences in everyday
life performance was explored. Here, we tested whether
laboratory-based and everyday performance was related.
Method
Participants
Nineteen children and adolescents on the autism spectrum
and 19 typically developing children and adolescents
participated. Controls were parallel for age, gender and
cognitive ability to individuals with ASD (see Table 1).
Nine individuals of the clinical group had been diagnosed
with Asperger’s syndrome and the rest with autism. All
individuals with autism were high-functioning (IQ>85).
Diagnoses were established through expert clinical evaluation
in accordance with DSM-IV-TR criteria [3] and two
structured diagnostic instruments, namely the Autism Diag-
nostic Interview (ADI-R, [45]) and the Autism Diagnostic
Observation Schedule (ADOS, [44]). Individuals with ASD
were recruited through local autism centers and controls
J Neurodevelop Disord (2010) 2:2–8 3
from the participants’ pool of the Department of Psychology.
The study was approved by the local ethic committee. Any
human data included in this manuscript was obtained in
compliance with the Helsinki Declaration. All participants
and parents gave informed consent. Each participant was
tested individually. Testing took about 1 h with a short break
after 30 min.
Materials and procedure
Individual difference variables
As an assessment of participants’ verbal and nonverbal
ability, children were presented with the vocabulary test and
the block design test (Wechsler Intelligence Scale for
Children—Third Edition, WISC-III, [62]).
PM measures
Objective laboratory-based measures The ongoing task
and PM task closely followed a procedure introduced by
Altgassen et al. [2]. For the ongoing activity, participants
performed a visuo-spatial working memory task in which
they were presented with eight different symbols [55].
Participants were asked to remember the location of
symbols, which were presented for 3,000 ms on an invisible
circle (memorization interval). After a 1,500 ms long
interstimulus interval (a colored blank screen), the same
symbols were displayed for 3,000 ms (recognition interval),
whereupon the screen turned black (intertrial interval).
Participants were required to decide via keypress, whether
the symbols were presented at exactly the same locations in
the recognition trial as they were in the memorization trial
(green button) or not (orange button). A new trial started
after a response was made. The background color remained
the same for one trial (consisting of memorization interval,
interstimulus screen, recognition interval), but changed
randomly for each trial (blue, green, red, pink). Each
symbol appeared only once within one screen. Symbols and
locations of symbols changed randomly.
After a brief explanation of the task with the help of a
print-out, participants performed six practice trials. These
practice trials consisted of three one-symbol and three two-
symbol presentations. If participants did not respond
correctly to at least four of six trials, a new practice block
started until all tasks were correctly completed. In a next
step, participants performed a calibration block. This was
to adapt task difficulty to individual’s ability level. The
calibration block started with two trials with one symbol
and increased in the number of presented symbols until the
individual failed to correctly respond to both trials of a
given symbol number or until a maximum of eight symbols
was reached. For the rest of the task (single-task condition,
dual-task condition) the participant was presented with the
highest amount of symbols, where he/she had answered at
least one trial correctly. After the calibration block an
ongoing task block followed, that consisted of ten trials
(pure ongoing task block; single-task condition). Dependent
measures were accuracy (correct/incorrect) and reaction
times.
In contrast to Altgassen et al. [2], participants were then
given event-based PM instructions (e.g., see Park et al. [56]
for a similar PM task). They were asked to work on two
tasks simultaneously, the ongoing task and the PM task. For
the PM task, they were to press the pink key whenever the
background color changed to yellow. The PM task
consisted of ten blocks; each of them comprised ten
ongoing task trials (dual-task condition). Prospective cues
appeared in block 2, 4, 5, 7, and 10. Dependent measures
were accuracy (correct/incorrect) and reaction times. All
described colored buttons were keys on a computer
keyboard and part of the last line. Each colored button
was one button apart from the next one.
Subjective everyday measure The DEX questionnaire
measures everyday executive function problems such as
planning, inhibition, temporal sequencing deficits, persev-
eration, distractibility and abstract thinking and is part of
the Behavioural Assessment of the Dysexecutive Syndrome
test battery (BADS, [67]). Items include, for example, “He/
she has difficulty thinking ahead or planning for the future”
or “He/she gets events mixed up with each other and gets
confused about the correct order of events”. Thus, the DEX
is closely conceptually related to abilities needed for
successful prospective remembering. In total, the DEX
comprises a 20 item checklist on which proxies (here:
parents) rate participants’ everyday executive functioning
on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 4 (=very often) to 0
Variables ASD Controls Statistical analyses
M (SD) M (SD)
Age 10.56 (3.38) 10.61 (3.86) F(1,36)=.003 η²p=.00
Gender 1G, 18B 3G, 16B χ2(1)=.12
Vocabulary 9.63 (4.5) 11.79 (2.8) F(1,36)=3.47 η²p=.09
Block design 10.11 (4.3) 11.00 (2.6) F(1,36)=.61 η²p=.02
Table 1 Participant details
G girls; B boys
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(= never). Higher Scores indicate a higher frequency of
dysexecutive problems. The test manual presents negative
correlations between the DEX and BADS total score (r=
−.62, p<.01) and between the DEX and BADS subtests
(ranging between r=−.31, p<.05 and r=−.45, p<.01) as
indices of validity. Other studies have provided further
evidence for the reliability (e.g., Bennett et al. [4]) and
validity of the DEX (e.g., Burgess et al. [16]).
Results
Ongoing task performance
Overall, groups did not differ in task difficulty level, that is,
in the mean number of symbols presented (ASD M=7.47,
SD=1.34; controls M=7.68, SD=.95; F(1,36)=.31, p>.05,
η²p=.01). Repeated measures ANOVAs were conducted
to evaluate groups’ ongoing task performance across
single- and dual-task conditions. Regarding accuracy scores
(correct/incorrect) a significant large-sized task-block effect
emerged with both groups showing better performance in
the single-task condition in comparison to the dual-task
condition (F(1,36)=12.42, p<.001, η²p=.26). In contrast,
no significant effects were revealed for group (single-
task: ASD M=.88, SD=.12; controls M=.89, SD=.11; dual-
task: ASD M=.81, SD=.11; controls M=.82, SD=.12;
F(1,36)=.05, p>.05 η²p=.001) or interaction (F(1,36)=.01,
p>.05, η²p=.000). Regarding reaction times no significant
effects were found (single-task: ASD M=1696.49, SD=
620.07; controls M=1402.75, SD=253.47; dual-task: ASD
M=1494.84, SD=455.83; controls M=1392.86, SD=
321.07; task block effect F(1,36)=1.36, p>.05 η²p=.04;
group effect F(1,36)=3.3, p>.05 η²p=.09; interaction effect
F(1,36)=1.11, p>.05, η²p=.03).
PM performance
ANOVAs on participants’ laboratory-based PM perfor-
mance revealed no group effects, neither for accuracy
(correct/incorrect) nor for reaction times (Table 2). In
contrast, regarding subjective everyday ratings significant
large-sized group effects were indicated. Parents of the
ASD group rated their children’s performance as signifi-
cantly poorer than controls’ parents.
Correlational analyses were conducted to explore links
between individual differences in laboratory-based and
individual differences in subjective everyday planning
measures. Significant relations between objective and
subjective performance were revealed across the combined
groups (PM hits with DEX r=−.36, p<.05) and for the
ASD group (PM hits with DEX r=−.48, p<.05), but not for
controls (PM hits with DEX r=−.31, p>.05). Better
laboratory-based performance was associated with better
everyday performance.
Discussion
The purpose of the present study was to investigate event-
based PM performance in individuals with ASD as
compared to age- and ability-matched controls in the
laboratory and relate this to participants’ everyday execu-
tive functioning performance. With respect to ASD perfor-
mance on simple, event-based tasks two possible
predictions were derived from the literature. Given previous
findings of impaired PM performance (e.g., [2, 46]) and
deficits in cognitive functions that have been associated
with successful PM (e.g., retrospective memory, executive
functions), reduced event-based performance could be
expected [37]. On the other hand, in comparison to time-
based tasks or complex multitasking paradigms simple,
event-based PM tasks are very structured, and similarly to
cued (retrospective) recall provide (here: visual) cues that
may support retrieval of the intended action and put lower
demands on self-initiated strategy application which may
decrease executive control demands and thus enable
individuals with ASD to preserved event-based PM
performance [23]. Data clearly support the latter prediction,
as no significant group differences emerged. Children with
ASD were as good as neurotypical controls in event-based
PM performance.
The present result is in accords with clinical evidence
that shows that environmental support in form of visual
Tests ASD Controls F-Value η²p
M (SD) M (SD) (df)
PM task
Objective measures
prospective hits (accuracy) .48 (.46) .59 (.41) .55 (1,36) .02
prospective hits (reaction times in ms) 2140.25 (1443.1) 2021.18 (1273.5) .05 (1,24) .002
Subjective measure
DEX 41.54 (9.2) 21.64 (9.3) 43.89 (1,36)*** .55
Table 2 PM performances
***p<.001
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structures may help individuals with ASD to complete
everyday tasks and to live (more) independently [30, 58].
Moreover, from a conceptual point of view, the present
findings support models arguing that event-based PM tasks
not only put less demands on self-initiated strategy use, but
even provide fewer opportunities for applying strategic
monitoring approaches than time-based tasks [24, 42]. In
time-based tasks there are defined time intervals in which
clock checking is more important in order not to miss the
critical target time (i.e., the last interval before the target
time) and individuals who do bear this in mind typically
show better PM performance [23]. In contrast, in event-
based tasks the prospective target can appear any moment
and there are no times in which monitoring might be more
helpful. Thus, controls may not have outperformed the
ASD group as they did not benefit as much from self-
initiated monitoring as in the time-based task. One may
argue that power was not sufficient to detect this group
effect. However, effect size was small (η²p=.02 i.e. f=.125)
and a power analysis based on this effect size showed that
253 participants per sample would have needed to be
included for this group difference to become significant
(when alpha=.05 and power=.80, see Faul et al. [26]).
Thus, we may conclude that the insignificant group differ-
ences are not due to insufficient power and moreover, the
small size of group differences does not point to a clinical
relevant deficit in ASD. We acknowledge that this pattern is
restricted to visual task material. Auditory or intermodal
tasks may have been more sensitive detecting performance
differences between groups since studies indicate difficul-
ties in ASD in integrating complex audiovisual stimuli
(e.g., [47]). This should be investigated in future studies.
As expected, ASD parents rated their children’s every-
day executive functioning as significantly poorer than
controls’ parents. Thus, while showing spared performance
in a laboratory-based event-based task, based on these
subjective ratings ASD children seem to be impaired in
everyday tasks involving planning and cognitive control
which are assumed to strongly influence PM performance.
As to why no impairments emerged in the laboratory-based
task in contrast to everyday performances, several reasons
are possible. Planning and PM tasks in everyday life do
strongly differ from laboratory-based tasks: They are more
complex, open-ended and less structured. These differences
in structure may underlie ASD’s performance differences in
and outside the laboratory since, in general, individuals
with ASD greatly benefit from visual structure [30, 58].
Moreover, the event-based task may not have been sensitive
enough to measure differences in children’s performance.
However, what argues against this explanation is that across
both groups and particularly for the ASD group everyday
and laboratory-based performances were significantly cor-
related and hence, children that demonstrated more deficits
in daily life also performed poorer in the laboratory. This is
remarkable because generally subjective ratings tend not to
be correlated to objective measures in most memory
domains [31]. This relationship was mainly driven by the
ASD group which might indicate that an intact PM may be
directly linked to more efficient (everyday) executive
functioning in ASD (most likely especially to the planning
and temporal sequencing components targeted by the DEX,
but this needs to be examined further in future research).
These findings are in line with previous research suggesting
that especially executive functions and thus, frontal
structures support prospective remembering in general
(e.g., [36, 49]) and that these structures may underlie the
memory profile of ASD in particular [8, 32]. Moreover,
there was no ceiling or floor effect for event-based PM
performance for both groups that may have prevented
significance of differences.
Both groups were parallel for age and ability and thus,
spared laboratory-based PM performance of the ASD group
cannot be attributed to generally higher cognitive ability.
Moreover, with respect to ongoing task performance both
groups showed a similar dual-task effect with a reduced
performance in the visuo-spatial working memory task
when it had to be performed simultaneously to the PM task
as compared to the ongoing task alone. Thus, the ongoing
task seems to have been equally difficult for both groups.
Possibly, a higher working memory load of the ongoing
task may have led to larger group differences. However,
ongoing task performance was not at ceiling and hence,
data do not suggest that its working memory component
was too easy. To allow for a greater generalization of
findings, future studies should apply more complex
prospective memory tasks and have a greater titration of
working memory load.
The present study has important clinical implications.
Possibly, the environmental support of event-based tasks
may have enabled individuals with ASD to unimpaired
prospective memory performance in the laboratory. The
provision of visual cues and external structures may help
people with ASD to complete everyday planning and
memory tasks. This needs to be investigated by future
studies.
References
1. Aggleton JP, Vann SD, Denby C, Dix S, Mayes AR, Roberts N, et
al. Sparing of the familiarity component of recognition memory in
a patient with hippocampal pathology. Neuropsychologia.
2005;43(12):1810–23.
2. Altgassen M, Williams TI, Bölte S, Kliegel M. Time-based
prospective memory in individuals with autism spectrum disorder.
Brain Impair. 2009;10(1):52–8.
6 J Neurodevelop Disord (2010) 2:2–8
3. APA. Diagnostic and statistical manual of mental disorders—Text
revised. 4th ed. Washington: American Psychiatric Association;
2000.
4. Bennett PC, Ong B, Ponsford J. Measuring executive dysfunction
in an acute rehabilitation setting: using the dysexecutive ques-
tionnaire (DEX). J Int Neuropsychol Soc. 2005;11(4):376–85.
5. Bennetto L, Pennington BF, Rogers SJ. Intact and impaired
memory functions in autism. Child Dev. 1996;67(4):1816–35.
6. Boucher J, Bowler DM, editors. Memory in autism. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press; 2008.
7. Boucher J, Warrington EK. Memory deficits in early infantile
autism: some similarities to the amnesic syndrome. Br J Psychol.
1976;67(1):73–87.
8. Bowler DM, Gaigg SB, Gardiner JM. Effects of related and
unrelated context on recall and recognition by adults with high-
functioning autism spectrum disorder. Neuropsychologia. 2008;46
(4):993–9.
9. Bowler DM, Gardiner JM, Berthollier N. Source memory in
adolescents and adults with Asperger’s syndrome. J Autism Dev
Disord. 2004;34(5):533–42.
10. Bowler DM, Gardiner JM, Grice S, Saavalainen P. Memory
illusions: false recall and recognition in adults with Asperger’s
syndrome. J Abnorm Psychol. 2000;109(4):663–72.
11. Bowler DM, Gardiner JM, Grice SJ. Episodic memory and
remembering in adults with Asperger syndrome. J Autism Dev
Disord. 2000;30(4):295–304.
12. Bowler DM, Matthews NJ, Gardiner JM. Asperger’s syndrome
and memory: similarity to autism but not amnesia. Neuro-
psychologia. 1997;35(1):65–70.
13. Brandimonte MA, Einstein GO, McDaniel MA. Prospective
memory: Theory and applications. Mahwah: Erlbaum; 1996.
14. Brandt KR, Gardiner JM, Vargha-Khadem F, Baddeley AD,
Mishkin M. Using semantic memory to boost ‘episodic’ recall in
a case of developmental amnesia. NeuroReport. 2006;17
(10):1057–60.
15. Brunfaut E, Vanoverberghe V, D’Ydewalle G. Prospective
remembering of Korsakoffs and alcoholics as a function of the
prospective-memory and on-going tasks. Neuropsychologia.
2000;38(7):975–84.
16. Burgess PW, Alderman N, Evans J, Emslie H, Wilson BA. The
ecological validity of tests of executive function. J Int Neuro-
psychol Soc. 1998;4(6):547–58.
17. Burgess PW, Quayle A, Frith CD. Brain regions involved in
prospective memory as determined by positron emission tomog-
raphy. Neuropsychologia. 2001;39(6):545–55.
18. Burgess PW, Scott SK, Frith CD. The role of the rostral frontal
cortex (area 10) in prospective memory: a lateral versus medial
dissociation. Neuropsychologia. 2003;41(8):906–18.
19. Carlesimo GA, Casadio P, Caltagirone C. Prospective and
retrospective components in the memory for actions to be
performed in patients with severe closed-head injury. J Int
Neuropsychol Soc. 2004;10(5):679–88.
20. Dawson M, Soulieres I, Gernsbacher MA, Mottron L. The level
and nature of autistic intelligence. Psychol Sci. 2007;18(8):657–
62.
21. Einstein GO, Holland LJ, McDaniel MA, Guynn MJ. Age-related
deficits in prospective memory: the influence of task complexity.
Psychol Aging. 1992;7(3):471–8.
22. Einstein GO, McDaniel MA. Normal aging and prospective
memory. J Exp Psychol Learn Mem Cogn. 1990;16(4):717–26.
23. Einstein GO, McDaniel MA. Retrieval processes in prospective
memory: Theoretical approaches and some new findings. In:
Brandimonte MA, Einstein GO, McDaniel MA, editors. Prospec-
tive memory: Theory and applications. Mahwah: Erlbaum; 1996.
p. 115–42.
24. Einstein GO, McDaniel MA, Richardson SL, Guynn MJ, Cunfer
AR. Aging and prospective memory: examining the influences of
self-initiated retrieval processes. J Exp Psychol Learn Mem Cogn.
1995;21(4):996–1007.
25. Farrant A, Blades M, Boucher J. Source monitoring by children
with autism. J Autism Dev Disord. 1998;28(1):43–50.
26. Faul F, Erdfelder E, Lang A-G, Buchner A. G*Power 3: a flexible
statistical power analysis program for the social, behavioral, and
biomedical sciences. Behav Res Meth. 2007;39:175–91.
27. Garcia-Villamisar D, Hughes C. Supported employment improves
cognitive performance in adults with Autism. J Intellect Disabil
Res. 2007;51(Pt 2):142–50.
28. Gardiner JM, Bowler DM, Grice SJ. Further evidence of
preserved priming and impaired recall in adults with Asperger’s
syndrome. J Autism Dev Disord. 2003;33(3):259–69.
29. Happé FGE. Wechsler IQ profile and theory of mind in autism—a
research note. J Child Psychol Psychiatry. 1994;35(8):1461–71.
30. Häußler A, Happel C, Tuckermann A, Altgassen M, Adl-Amini
K. SOKO Autismus: Gruppenangebote zur Förderung SOzialer
KOmpetenzen bei Menschen mit Autismus Erfahrungsbericht und
Praxishilfen. Dortmund: Verlag Modernes Lernen; 2003.
31. Hertzog C, Hultsch DF. Metacognition in adulthood and old age.
In: Craik FIM, Salthouse TA, editors. The handbook of aging and
cognition. Mahwah: Erlbaum; 2000. p. 417–66.
32. Hill EL. Evaluating the theory of executive dysfunction in autism.
Dev Rev. 2004;24(2):189–233.
33. Hill EL, Bird CM. Executive processes in Asperger syndrome:
patterns of performance in a multiple case series. Neuropsycho-
logia. 2006;44(14):2822–35.
34. Howlin P. Practitioner review: psychological and educational
treatments for autism. J Child Psychol Psychiatry. 1998;39
(3):307–22.
35. Hughes C, Russell J, Robbins TW. Evidence for executive
dysfunction in autism. Neuropsychologia. 1994;32(4):477–92.
36. Kliegel M, Eschen A, Thone-Otto AIT. Planning and realization
of complex intentions in traumatic brain injury and normal aging.
Brain Cogn. 2004;56(1):43–54.
37. Kliegel M, Jäger T, Altgassen M, Shum D. Clinical neuropsy-
chology of prospective memory. In: Kliegel M, McDaniel MA,
Einstein GO, editors. Prospective memory: Cognitive, neuro-
science, developmental, and applied perspectives. Mahwah:
Erlbaum; 2008. p. 283–308.
38. Kliegel M, Mackinlay R, Jäger T. Complex prospective memory:
development across the lifespan and the role of task interruption.
Dev Psychol. 2008;44(2):612–7.
39. Kliegel M, Martin M, McDaniel MA, Einstein GO. Varying the
importance of a prospective memory task: differential effects
across time- and event-based prospective memory. Memory.
2001;9(1):1–11.
40. Kliegel M, McDaniel MA, Einstein GO. Plan formation, retention,
and execution in prospective memory: a new approach and age-
related effects. Mem Cogn. 2000;28(6):1041–9.
41. Kliegel M, McDaniel MA, Einstein GO. Prospective memory:
Cognitive, neuroscience, developmental, and applied perspectives.
Mahwah: Erlbaum; 2008.
42. Kvavilashvili L, Ellis J. Varieties of intention: Some distinctions
and classifications. In: Brandimonte MA, Einstein GO, McDaniel
MA, editors. Prospective memory: Theory and applications.
Mahwah: Erlbaum; 1996. p. 23–51.
43. Lopez B, Leekam SR. Do children with autism fail to process
information in context? J Child Psychol Psychiatry. 2003;44
(2):285–300.
44. Lord C, Risi S, Lambrecht L, Cook EH, Leventhal BL, DiLavore
PC, et al. The autism diagnostic observation schedule-generic: a
standard measure of social and communication deficits associated
J Neurodevelop Disord (2010) 2:2–8 7
with the spectrum of autism. J Autism Dev Disord. 2000;30
(3):205–23.
45. Lord C, Rutter M, Lecouteur A. Autism diagnostic interview-
revised—a revised version of a diagnostic interview for caregivers
of individuals with possible pervasive developmental disorders. J
Autism Dev Disord. 1994;24(5):659–85.
46. Mackinlay R, Charman T, Karmiloff-Smith A. High-functioning
children with autism spectrum disorder: a novel test of multitasking.
Brain Cogn. 2006;61(1):14–24.
47. Magnee MJ, de Gelder B, van Engeland H, Kemner C.
Audiovisual speech integration in pervasive developmental
disorder: evidence from event-related potentials. J Child Psychol
Psychiatry. 2008;49(9):995–1000.
48. Mayes AR, Holdstock JS, Isaac CL, Hunkin NM, Roberts N.
Relative sparing of item recognition memory in a patient with
adult-onset damage limited to the hippocampus. Hippocampus.
2002;12(3):325–40.
49. McDaniel MA, Glisky EL, Rubin SR, Guynn MJ, Routhieaux
BC. Prospective memory: a neuropsychological study. Neuropsy-
chology. 1999;13(1):103–10.
50. Minshew NJ, Turner CA, Goldstein G. The application of short
forms of the Wechsler Intelligence scales in adults and children
with high functioning autism. J Autism Dev Disord. 2005;35
(1):45–52.
51. Mottron L, Morasse K, Belleville S. A study of memory
functioning in individuals with autism. J Child Psychol Psychiatry.
2001;42(2):253–60.
52. Ozonoff S, Dawson G, McPartland J. A parent’s guide to
Asperger syndrome and high functioning autism: How to meet
the challenges and help your child thrive. New York: The
Guilford; 2002.
53. Ozonoff S, Jensen J. Specific executive function profiles in three
neurodevelopmental disorders. J Autism Dev Disord. 1999;29
(2):171–7.
54. Ozonoff S, Pennington BF, Rogers SJ. Executive function deficits
in high-functioning autistic individuals: relationship to theory of
mind. J Child Psychol Psychiatry. 1991;32(7):1081–105.
55. Ozonoff S, Strayer DL. Further evidence of intact working
memory in autism. J Autism Dev Disord. 2001;31(3):257–63.
56. Park DC, Hertzog C, Kidder DP, Morrell RW, Mayhorn CB.
Effect of age on event-based and time-based prospective memory.
Psychol Aging. 1997;12(2):314–27.
57. Prior MR, Hoffmann W. Neuropsychological testing of autistic-
children through an exploration with frontal-lobe tests. J Autism
Dev Disord. 1990;20(4):581–90.
58. Schopler E, Mesibov GB, Hearsey K. Structured teaching in the
TEACCH system. In: Schopler E, Mesibov GB, editors. Learning
and cognition in autism (Vol. 243–267). New York: Plenum;
1995.
59. Shallice T, Burgess PW. Deficits in strategy application following
frontal-lobe damage in man. Brain. 1991;114:727–41.
60. Smith RE, Bayen UJ. A multinomial model of event-based
prospective memory. J Exp Psychol Learn Mem Cogn. 2004;30
(4):756–77.
61. Tager-Flusberg H. Semantic processing in the free recall of
autistic children: further evidence for a cognitive deficit. Br J
Dev Psychol. 1991;9:417–30.
62. Tewes U, Rossmann P, Schallberger U. Hamburg-Wechsler-
Intelligenztest für Kinder III (HAWIK-III). Bern: Verlag Hans
Huber; 1999.
63. West R. The cognitive neuroscience of prospective memory. In:
Kliegel M, McDaniel MA, Einstein GO, editors. Prospective
memory: Cognitive, neuroscience, developmental, and applied
perspectives. Mahwah: Erlbaum; 2008. p. 261–82.
64. Wheeler MA, Stuss DT. Remembering and knowing in patients
with frontal lobe injuries. Cortex. 2003;39(4–5):827–46.
65. White L, Burgess PW, Hill EL. Impairments on open-ended
executive function tests in autism. Autism Res. 2009;2(3):138–47.
66. WHO. International statistical classification of diseases and
related health problems: 10th revision. Geneva: World Health
Organization; 2006.
67. Wilson BA, Alderman N, Burgess PW, Emslie H, Evans JJ.
Behavioural assessment of the dysexecutive syndrome BADS.
Bury St. Edmunds: Thames Valley Test; 1996.
8 J Neurodevelop Disord (2010) 2:2–8
